In spite o f his fame and in spite o f his acceptance into the established scientific circles later in his career, Leeuw enhoek felt obliged to m ention some witnesses o f his discovery. A m ong these five were his neighbour, the medical doctor C o rn e lis's Gravesande, the local magistrate Cornelis Vallensis and the later pensionary o f the province o f H olland, A nthonie Heinsius (4) . W ith this observation Leeuw enhoek finally proved W illiam H arvey's theory o f the circulation o f the blood. A fter the publication o f H arvey's theory in 1628 it took some tim e before the anatomical basis o f his mechanical m odel could be dem onstrated observationally. The capillaries w ere discovered independently by M arcello M alpighi, Jan Sw am m erdam and Leeuwenhoek. The latter w rote about the capillaries in the intestinal mucous m em brane o f a cow on 28 D ecem ber 1683, in a letter to Francis Aston, the then first secretary o f the Royal Society.
Being certain about the transition o f arteries into veins, but still w ithout experimental p ro o f o f the blood-flow , Leeuw enhoek form ulated carefully: ' Briefly put, they [the capillaries] seem, in m y opinion, to have been created for the greater part to carry back to the heart the blood in the outerm ost p a rts ...' (5) . The satisfaction Leeuwenhoek felt w hen he saw-five years later-the blood streaming through these tiny blood vessels can easily be explained from the m any discussions w hich H arvey's revolutionary theory had aroused am ong the medical doctors and scientists o f the time (6) .
In Leeuw enhoek's handling o f this crucial observation we im m ediately meet w ith tw o characteristics o f his w o rk : a sound and resolute series o f experimental observations, and an inner doubt on the willingness o f the official academical w orld to accept his results. This leads us to the question as to w hether and how Leeuw enhoek had been influenced by contem porary science, and how it was possible for a m erchant w ithout any scientific education to obtain results w hich stupefied and enraptured his educated fellow researchers. Indeed, these results led to a recognition o f his labours by the established scientists culm inating in W illiam C roone's proposal o f 29 January 1680 (N ew Style) to elect Leeuw enhoek as Fellow o f the Royal Society (7) .
To get a better insight in Leeuw enhoek's relations w ith the Royal Society-one o f the continuous factors during his active life in science-I will first describe his contacts w ith the London Society, then focus on some research themes that w ere stim ulated by the Society's m em bers and finally make some com parative rem arks on other D utch correspondents o f the Royal Society.
Leeuwenhoek's relationship with the R oyal Society
Leeuwenhoek was introduced to the Royal Society by the D elft physician and scientist Reinier de Graaf, w ho already corresponded w ith the then secretary H enry O ldenburg, but w ho never was elected a fellow notw ithstanding his fundam ental research on the hum an reproductive system. In his letter o f 28 April 1673 he told O ldenburg that he w anted to communicate to you at this present time what a certain very ingenious person named Leeuwenhoek has achieved by means of microscopes which far excel those we have seen hitherto made by Eustachio Divini and others, of which his enclosed letter (in which he reports several things observed more accurately by himself than by other writers) will give you a specimen. (8) The letter was discussed at the Society's m eeting o f 7 M ay 1673 (9) , and its contents printed in English translation in the 94th issue o f the Philosophical Transactions o f 19 May 1673. This event marks the beginning o f a life-long contact between Leeuwenhoek and the Royal Society, lasting until his death on 26 August 1723 w hen he was almost 91 years old. O f the m ore than 190 letters w ith a scientific content that he w rote to London, some 116 were published in fragm entary or com plete translation in the Philosophical Transactions. Since Leeuwenhoek only w rote in D utch his letters had to be translated by Fellows w ho were able to do so. Leeuw enhoek's relation to language was passive. Even if he had learnt some Latin at school, he had later forgotten it. N either did he learn English well, despite his m embership o f the Royal Society, for he could do w ithout it. His letters were always adequately translated in London, though sometimes not w ithout problem s (10) . Thanks to the publications in the Philosophical Transactions and the Latin editions o f his letters his lack o f linguistic expertise did not harm the influence that he had on the scientific ideas and know ledge o f the tim e (11) .
O nly occasionally did Leeuwenhoek have his letters translated into another language before sending them. In his correspondence w ith the Florentine librarian A ntonio M agliabechi, for example, these languages w ere French and Latin, but to the Royal Society he generally w rote in D utch. A w ell-know n exception to this habit is his letter o f N ovem ber 1677 to W illiam Brounckcr, President o f the Royal Society and Leeuw enhoek's tem porary addressee after O ld en b u rg 's death on 5 Septem ber 1677 (12) . In this letter Leeuwenhoek com m unicated the discovery o f living spermatozoa and their m ovem ents in fresh semen, followed by a discussion o f the vessels and crystals he saw in the semen and their supposed function. The translation was presumably made because he had feared that the delicate subject m ight give offence to some readers (13) . Leeuw enhoek's relationship w ith the Royal Society lasted 50 years, from 1673 until 1723. He never attended a m eeting and he knew only a few Fellows personally, because they had visited him in Delft. A m ong these were Thom as M olyneux, Hans Sloanc and Francis Vernon. M olyneux visited Leeuwenhoek in 1685 and reported to the then Secretary o f the Royal Society, Francis Aston, in a letter o f 13 February 1685 (N ew Style), about his visit which he paid officially on behalf o f the Society. After a description o f the microscopes and the m ethod by which Leeuwenhoek studied his specimens he w rote: I found him [Leeuwenhoek] a very civil complesant man, & douptlcss of great natural Abilctics; but contrary to my Expectations quite a stranger to letters, master neither of Latin French or English or any other of the modern tongues besides his own, which is a great hindrance to him in his reasonings uppon his Observations, for being ignorant of all other Mens thoughts, he is wholy trusting to his own, which I observe now and then lead him into extravagances, and suggest very odd accounts of things, nay sometimes sutch as are wholy irreconsilable with all truth. You see Sir how freely I give you my thoughts of him because You desired it. (14) For the first four years Leeuwenhoek m aintained his contact through correspondence w ith O ldenburg. A fter the receipt o f De G raaf's letter some influential members o f the Royal Society tried to get m ore inform ation about the unknow n am ateur from Delft as appears from a letter from Constantijn Huygens to R obert H ooke o f 8 A ugust 1673 in which he tells that Leeuwenhoek had asked him to inspect closely w hat he had w ritten dow n o f his observations about the sting o f a bee. Constantijn Huygens w rote to H ooke that Leeuw enhoek was ' a m odest man, unlearned both in sciences and languages, but o f his ow n nature exceedingly curious and industrious'. A fter a short description o f his microscopical m ethod H uygens continued w ith his conviction that H ooke w ould 'not be unpleased w ith confirm ations o f so diligent a searcher as this man is, though always m odestly subm itting his experiences and conceits about them to the censure and correction o f the learned' (15) .
It was through the continuous pressure o f De G raaf that Leeuw enhoek decided to reveal the results o f his microscopical studies, as he w rote in his second letter to O ldenburg on 15 A ugust 1673:
I have several times been pressed by various gentlemen to put on paper what I have seen through my recently invented microscope. I have constantly declined to do so, first because I have no style or pen to express my thoughts properly, secondly because I have not been brought up in languages or arts, but in trade, and thirdly because I do not feel to stand blame or refutation from others. Pressed by Dr. Reg. de Graaf I have thought better of my intention and given him a memorial of what I observed concerning mould, the sting and some articulations of the bee, and also the sting of the louse, which memorial he (Mr. de Graaf) has forwarded to you and informed me of your reply. I see from this that my observations were not unwelcome to the Royal Society. (16) De Graaf, how ever, died untim ely on 17 A ugust 1673; w ith him Leeuw enhoek's help and stay passed away. H o w Leeuw enhoek came in contact w ith C onstantijn Huygens, is unknow n, but the choice o f this representative o f the D utch elite was not ill-judged. H uygens was not only the father o f one o f the most famous scientists o f the time, his son Christiaan (who was a foreign m em ber o f the Royal Society from 1663 and a frequent correspondent until ca. 1675) (17) , but also an experienced politician and a life-long loyal servant to the house o f O range, not unim portant w hen correspondence had to be m aintained w ith people living in a country w ith which the D utch Republic was at w ar (18) . (19) . O ldenburg certainly stimulated Leeuwen hoek. He asked him , for example, to study the blastoderm o f a fertilized egg, saliva, chyle, sweat, hair, skin, muscle fibres and the cortical and m edullar parts o f the brain; subjects which Leeuwenhoek then studied continually.
In 1677 tw o new secretaries took office: H ooke (1677-82) and G rew (1677-79). Leeuwenhoek started w riting to H ooke, possibly upon the suggestion o f the President, Brouncker. U ntil 1685, w hen problem s arose in the relations betw een Leeuw enhoek and the Royal Society, a regular correspondence existed. H ooke, G rew , and their successors Thom as Gale (1679-81, and later 1685-93) and Francis Aston (1681-85) w ere good correspondents. M ost letters w ere presented to the meetings o f the Royal Society and they w ere for the greater part answered as appears from the headings o f Leeuw enhoek's ow n letters, w here he acknowledges their receipt. A substantial num ber o f them w ere published (20) .
The exchange o f facts and ideas between Delft and London flourished in those years. H ooke, w ho was rightly considered to be the Society's specialist in microscopy, being the author o f the influential o f 1665, succeeded in repeating some o f Leeuw enhoek's observations during the year 1678 and subsequently took the messages from Leeuwenhoek m ore seriously. Consequently, so m uch so that he expressed his surprise that Leeuwenhoek was not a foreign m em ber by 1680:
I doe much wonder that your name is not in the list of the Royall Society especially since I find Mr. Oldenburgh Received the favour of soe many excellent communications from you. If I thought it would be gratefull to you I would propound you at the meeting as a candidate, If you please to let me know your thoughts of it by your next I shall regulate my self accordingly and give you a speedy account there of. there will be nothing of charge to you upon that account and I doubt not of effecting it if you desire it. (21) Leeuwenhoek modestly answered that he never had thought o f expecting this, but that he w ould be greatly obliged if such an h onour was given to him (22) . The fellows did not wait for Leeuw enhoek's answer, but elected him at their m eeting o f 29 January 1680 (N ew Style). Leeuwenhoek, whose feeling o f inferiority to educated scientists deep in his heart never disappeared, had confirm ed the validity o f the results o f his scientific endeavours by this election. He even became a little vain, as we can read in a letter from C onstantijn H uygens ju n io r to his brother Christiaan in w hich he tells that in those days everybody circled around Leeuwenhoek, being the man o f the century. He further reports that Leeuwenhoek had asked his father, C onstantijn senior, w hether he still had to give precedence to a medical doctor now he had been received in the ranks o f the illustrious London Society (23) .
At the end o f 168$ the internal organization o f the Royal Society changed. The Secretaries became honorary and a special clerk was appointed to handle the Society's external relations. The new Secretaries were John Hoskyns and Thom as Gale, w hile Edm ond Halley was appointed clerk (24) . These changes coincided w ith an alteration in Leeuw enhoek's attitude tow ards the Society. The m ajority o f letters were not addressed to the Secretaries in person but to the ' G entlem en o f the Royal Society ' in general. W hen Gale was in function Leeuw enhoek's letters were still answered, presum ably by Halley as clerk but signed by Gale. W hen Hoskyns in 1687 resigned, how ever, no letters arrived from London any more. It has been suggested that the reason for this is that Halley was not interested at all in corresponding w ith Leeuw enhoek and that only through H oskyns's pressure had the correspondence been maintained (25) . This supposition is strengthened by the fact that not only from 1686 until 1693 was no letter from Leeuw enhoek published in the Philosophical Transactions, exactly the period w hen Halley was responsible for the production o f the periodical, but also that a publication gap existed for a second tim e from 1712 until 1720, again coinciding w ith a period w hen Halley was editor (1714-19) and Secretary (1713-21) . O ne o f the conclusions we can draw from these vicissitudes o f Leeuw enhoek's correspondence is that the success o f w riting to the Royal Society w ith the purpose o f presenting and spreading scientific data was highly dependent on the personal interest o f the one or tw o Society officials w ho handled the correspondence, this being so at least in Leeuw enhoek's case.
O f course Leeuwenhoek did not like the indifference he m et with. O n 6 August 1687 he w rote to Boyle to complain about the absence o f any reaction, but as far as we know Boyle did not answer (26) . The appearance o f Richard W aller (Secretary 1687-1709 and 1710-14; editor 1691-94) and especially Hans Sloanc (Secretary 1693-1713; editor 1695-1713) brought a substantial im provem ent in the situation. Sloanc was really interested in Leeuw enhoek's w ork, certainly after his visit to Delft in 1700. In the m eantim e Leeuwenhoek w rote hardly any letters to the Royal Society. From T694 until 1696, a very productive period for Leeuwenhoek, he w rote them to various scientists and public dignitaries at the same tim e publishing them in D utch and Latin (27) . After Sloanc had becom e Secretary Leeuwenhoek tried to renew his contacts with London, and w ith success. W ith some caution, after his negative experience, he addressed them to Sloane personally. In 1702 the Sevende Vervolg der Brieven appeared, the penultim ate volum e in a series o f Dutch publications o f Leeuw enhoek's letters (28) . Leeuw enhoek's mental and sensory faculties stayed well until the end. O n 31 M ay 1723 he w rote one o f his last letters containing a description o f the histology o f the diaphragm , which he had studied in sheep and oxen, followed by a sharp observation o f his ow n disease. His physicians took it for a com m otion or palpitation o f the heart, but he rightly assumed his distemper to arise from a disorder o f the diaphragm . Leeuwenhoek was proud o f his m em bership o f the Royal Society and he appeared to have needed only little encouragem ent to resume the sending o f his observations to London. He was loyal and grateful too.
Even on his death bed, dying o f w hat later has been called 'Leeuwenhoek's disease' (respiratory myoclonus) (30) , he dictated tw o letters containing his last observations to his friend Johannes H oogvliet, w ith the request that he translate them into Latin and send them to the Society. H oogvliet did so and dispatched them to Jurin w ith a covering note saying that:
Our venerable old Leeuwenhoek, being already in the throes of death, though none the less mindful of his art, ordered me to be called to him; and raising his eyes, now heavy with death, kept asking me in half-broken words if I would translate these two letters out of our native tongue into Latin, and send them, most distinguished Sir, to you. (31) Leeuwenhoek did find another w ay to express his gratitude. From his legacy, 26 o f his best microscopes w ith the specimens fixed to them were bequeathed to the Royal Society. Thanks to the descriptions by the Society's then Vice-President M artin Folkes and by H enri Baker 17 years later we know som ething o f the optical qualities o f these tiny instrum ents which sadly disappeared from the Society's collections in the early 19th century (32). This is a pity, as from the m ore than 500 lenses that Leeuwenhoek made, only 10 are extant today (33) . Fortunately, the Society still possesses some o f the prepared specimens that Leeuw enhoek sent to London. The analysis o f them undertaken in recent years adds greatly to our understanding o f Leeuw enhoek's m icrotechniques (34) .
Influences on Leeuwenhoek
The varying fortune o f Leeuw enhoek's contact w ith the Royal Society leads us to a few questions. Firstly, w hether Leeuw enhoek was influenced in his research themes by the Royal Society's fellow s?; secondly how great Leeuw enhoek's know ledge o f contem porary science really was ?; and thirdly w hether Leeuw enhoek had been influenced by scientific ideas com ing from the Society's circles ? W hen trying to answer these questions adequately a few problem s arise relating to the nature o f the available material. Leeuw enhoek never w rote a m onograph in w hich he systematically described the results o f his observations and exposed his theoretical ideas either on scientific m ethod or on his ow n experim ental results. There are only his letters, often rather chaotically com posed and dealing w ith m ore subjects in one and the same letter. W h at is m ore, the letters addressed to Leeuw enhoek, w hich he undoubtedly kept some where, are all lost. O ne o f the ways to get an insight in the nature o f the incom ing correspondence is through the references he makes to them in his ow n epistles. U nfortunately he rarely did so, in m ost cases m erely m entioning them w ith the object o f confirm ation. A systematic analysis shows that the bulk o f these are to be found in the early years o f his activity (35) . It is rem arkable that the references he makes are seldom to the scientific w ork o f his correspondents. O ne o f the few things which can be concluded from these references is that a real scientific correspondence, in which facts and ideas w ere exchanged, only existed betw een Leeuwenhoek and the Royal Society. All other correspondence that can be reconstructed was o f a different nature, the exchange o f letters w ith father and son H uygens being a partial exception to this because it served mainly to allow them to get to know m ore o f the quality o f Leeuw enhoek's w ork and the reality o f the things he saw through his lenses. The correspondence w ith the R otterdam notary-public Pieter Rabus dealt, it is true, am ong others w ith a scientific problem , nam ely the effectiveness and the operating mechanism o f the divining-rod, but this problem was o f a nature that made even Leeuwenhoek powerless (36). It also had, together w ith the correspondence o f the Florentine librarian and maniacal book collector A ntonio M agliabechi, the useful consequence that m uch inform ation about recently published Italian books, com m unicated by M agliabechi and transm itted to Rabus, could be published by the latter in his periodical Boekzaal Europe to the benefit o f the Republic o f Letters (37) . The other addresses were used by Leeuwenhoek as colours to be printed above the text o f his D utch and Latin editions. A few scientists tried in vain to hold Leeuwenhoek in scientific discussions, as happened to the G erm an philosopher and scientist G ottfried W ilhelm Leibniz. His attem pts to convince the individualistic researcher from Delft to establish a research school so that his skills m ight not disappear w ith the artisan him self were also w ithout result. Leeuwenhoek was too distrustful o f the intentions o f other people to com ply w ith this sensible suggestion (38) .
A nother im portant source for the tracing o f letters to Leeuwenhoek is the material kept in the archives o f the Royal Society, especially the Journal Books in w hich the meetings o f the Fellows were m ore or less elaborately accounted. Sometimes questions asking for m ore inform ation are registered, as are the discussions Leeuw enhoek's observations evoked. In the early years o f Leeuw enhoek's contact w ith the Royal Society his observations and ideas raised much m ore interest from the Fellows than in later times. The fact that they were new, uncom m on and sensational accounts for this attitude. In later years, w hen Leeuw enhoek's investigations were increasingly a repetition or extension o f earlier w ork, his letters were merely noticed and, dependent o f the interest and benevolence o f the Secretary or editor as we have seen, published in the Philosophical Transactions.
Despite the amateurish flavour hanging around Leeuw enhoek's handling o f contem porary science in all its aspects, he nonetheless was aware o f some o f the scientific theories o f his time, on occasion adhering to them, using them or contesting them. The main sources for his know ledge o f the w ork and the ideas o f other scientists w ere on the one hand the discussions he had w ith visitors and fellow citizens o f Delft w ith an academic education and on the other hand the scientific literature he studied. It is certain that Leeuwenhoek had been introduced to the Cartesian philosophy and m ore specifically to the Cartesian theory o f matter, since he adhered to this system and frequently used Cartesian ideas for explaining his observations and the results o f his experiments. In total he referred to or acknow ledged 60 o f these issues by their numbers, evenly spread over the w hole period o f his correspondence w ith the Royal Society. Since he often asked for the rem ittance o f missing issues it is not too bold to suppose that ultim ately he did receive them all. Even if this is a too optim istic interpretation w e have to conclude that the main source o f L eeuw enhoek's know ledge o f science was exactly these issues o f the Philosophical Transactions. There are 201 indications that Leeuwenhoek him self considered this to be the case too, because o f the im portance he attached to becom ing familiar with its contents, as appears from a letter to O ldenburg at the very beginning o f his scientific career. In a letter o f 22 January 1676 Leeuwenhoek w rote:
I must tell you that I regret I do not understand any language but Dutch and when you write to me in French or Latin I can help myself all right, since I have enough friends who will translate it for me; but I cannot help myself with the English language since the death of a certain gentleman who was proficient in this language. I admit that usually Englishmen can be found everywhere, but not all are able to translate the Transactions from English into Dutch; for inquiring after a proficient person I was sent to the precentor of the English church (who also undertakes to teach the English language). This man presuming to be able to do this and having translated something regarding my speculations, it was so badly put that I could make no sense of it. (43) Leeuwenhoek was not beaten by this problem , as we have seen in his attem pts to translate the Transactions him self w ith the help o f a dictionary, but he found it difficult. In 1679 he w rote to Christiaan Huygens that he was not able to read H ooke's Lectures and collections (1678), w hich the latter had sent to him (44) . But w ith the same perseverance that characterizes his microscopical researches, he tried to master the English language, as appears from a letter o f 1704 w here he com m ents on published research on cochineal and writes an abstract o f the article which appeared in the Transactions that is quite correct (45) . For a thorough understanding o f the influence o f the Royal Society on Leeuw enhoek's w ork a correlation should be made between the articles published in the issues o f the Transactions that Leeuwenhoek did see, his ow n research and ideas, and the reports o f the discussions o f Leeuw enhoek's letters in the meetings o f the Society's fellows (46) .
Elsewhere I have analysed the Italian influences on Leeuw enhoek's w ork, for tw o reasons (47) . The first is that Leeuwenhoek rather frequently m entioned the names o f Italian scientists, especially in his early letters from the period in which he made his most im portant discoveries. Secondly because there arc many similarities in the w orks o f Leeuwenhoek and one o f the other leading microscopists o f the time, Marcello M alpighi. I only need to point to the anatomical research on w ood, the w ork on blood and blood vessels, and the conflicting ideas on generation and propagation. I came to the conclusion that the Italian influence on Leeuwenhoek was scant and eclectic from Leeuw enhoek's side in the sense that he used it only for his often lim ited purposes, notw ithstanding his know ledge o f five publications by Italian scientists and the 23 articles w ritten by Italians that appeared in the issues o f the Philosophical Transactions which Leeuwenhoek could have studied (48) . Some o f these articles dealt with astronom y, w hich is a discipline Leeuwenhoek was not interested in at all; others, notably those by Malpighi, Redi and Giacinto Cestone, dealt w ith subjects Leeuw enhoek studied too, but they were either published a few years later than Leeuw enhoek's writings or there is no trace o f any influence on Leeuwenhoek's choice o f themes for investigation or any reference to them.
Leeuwenhoek was influenced by other scientists, as the im portance o f O ldenburg's transmissionary activities reported earlier shows. In his letters he suggested m any objects for observation w hich proved to be fruitful. A good example is Leeuw enhoek's studies in w ood anatom y (49) . As a result o f G rew 's stim ulating questions and suggestions Leeuwenhoek took up these studies. G rew , M alpighi, and to a lesser degree Hooke, were the leading scientists in this field. G rew and M alpighi published m onographs in w hich the internal structure o f w ood and the supposed function o f it were systematically described and illustrated (50) . Leeuw enhoek's observations, on the contrary, w ere as usual scattered over m any letters so that his influence on the further developm ent o f plant anatom y in general was m uch less than it could have been, despite the vast am ount o f new structures he discovered and his discussions w ith Grew. The interpretations that G rew , Leeuw enhoek and M alpighi gave o f the developm ent and function o f the w ood structures were equally amiss, but that is no w onder as until recently the mechanisms o f sap transport in w ood, for example, had been controversial (51) . In one respect Leeuw enhoek surpassed the w o rk o f M alpighi and Grew, nam ely in the accuracy and detail o f his illustrations. G rew was aware o f the im portance o f this aspect o f Leeuw enhoek's w ork, since he stated in the preface to his Anatomy o f plants that some o f his observations had been confirm ed 'by the Ingenious M r. Lew enhoeck, a b ro ad ' (52) . A nother im portant field o f research, w here Leeuw enhoek entered into discussions w ith scientists in H olland and in the Royal Society, is the study o f sexual reproduction. G uided by his ow n discovery o f the male sperm atozoa he stuck to an animalculistic theory o f preform ation during all his life contrary to the ideas o f H arvey, M alpighi and others, but defending them w ith vigour and self confidence (53) .
If one looks at the num ber o f publications by one scientist in the Philosophical Transactions from 1666 to 1780 it appears that Leeuw en hoek s publications by far exceed those o f any other author. In m y opinion it is too easy to account for this by assuming that L eeuw enhoek's way o f gathering scientific data fitted in a Baconian tradition kept alive in the Society's circles, although it m ight have played a role. Leeuw enhoek's im pact on the understanding o f contem porary scientists lay in his dem onstration o f a new w orld that existed beyond everyone's sight. N o t a w orld infathom able in its vastness like the one that new astronomical data had shown, but a small w orld full o f living creatures hitherto unknow n and supplied w ith all kinds o f structures posing new and intriguing challenges to science. I w ould like to suggest that just as the new w orld that Charles D arw in offered, w ith the help o f the rhetoric o f his Origin o f species in 1858, impressed his contem poraries (54), it was Leeuw enhoek's new w orld, made accessible through his microscopes, that made a similar impression in the last decennia o f the 17th century, m aking responsible scientists eager to publish his findings. A first impression o f the Society's reception o f and influence on Dutch science in Leeuw enhoek's days, w hich shall be elaborated in a com parative w ay elsewhere (56), leads to a conclusion analogous to a study on the Royal Society and Italy w here it is stated that 'the Royal Society was highly receptive to Italian science thro u g h o u t the eighteenth c e n tu ry ' (57) This statem ent can be extended to D utch science, in any case at Leeuw enhoek's time, because by both stim ulating and accepting Leeuw enhoek's w ork the Society and the m ajority o f its officials played a crucial role in spreading the know ledge o f a hidden w orld to be uncovered. The microscopist from Delft and his preparations became a curiosity visited by m any politicians, royalty, other dignitaries, and scientists, thus exerting an influence on late 17th century D utch science which could never have been so great if the London Society had not acknowledged the value o f his w ork. Micrographia and in the same order. Clearly this was L eeuw enhoek's inspiration. In a significant passage in the Preface to that w ork, H ooke describes the m aking o f a plano-convex bead lens and its m ounting in a perfoi ation in a metallic plate o f silver, brass or pew ter-an exact description o f the instrum ent Leeuwenhoek was to perfect. Yet this was in the preceding decade-the account was w ritten ten years before Leeuwenhoek began his investigations. It is significant that the second edition o f Micrographia appeared in 1667 and was at its height o f popularity w hen Leeuwenhoek made his only visit to London. There is no doubt that it was this w ork that stimulated the D u tchm an's interest and led to his career in microscopy.
D r Palm has rightly spoken o f the accuracy o f these pioneering observations. D r H u n ter's stim ulating paper (see pp. 99-116) referred to a plate published in the 1690s w hich began to reveal representational accuracy in its portrayal o f fish species. Yet tw enty years earlier, w orkers such as Sw am m erdam , de G raaf and H ooke (as well as Leeuwenhoek) were producing observations o f unimpeachable accuracy. W e heard the President o f the Royal Society rem ind us o f the w ork recently done to foster interest in the popularization o f science and he related this to the endeavours o f the 17th century scientists and natural philosophers. O u g h t we not to seek a further reflection in the m odern era o f the aims o f those pioneers ? O u r ow n epoch has turned away from broad-m inded research and tow ards long-term specialization. I strongly believe we should regard this as a tem porary aberration, for w hat we need is a kind o f 'neoscience' that could m ore accurately be related to the birth o f scientific investigation. The w orkers o f the era o f W illiam and M ary carried out research o f a kind that has had far-reaching consequences, and w hich could show how science m ight develop in the future. They deserve our highest com m endation.
Let me add, in relation to D r Palm 's m entioning Leeuw enhoek's possible use o f lenses in the exam ination o f textiles, that it may be significant that there w ere four or five adm irably detailed portrayals o f textiles in Micrographia. It is m y private belief that these w ere the figures w hich were first draw n to Leeuw enhoek's attention. T heir clarity, which has the vividness o f a scanning electron m icrograph, may well have been the first stimulus he had tow ards a lifetime o f devotion to the microscope and w hat it m ight reveal. 
